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AN ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION F E-OR;/^ - 

so' 'p n.i IS Siaied in this docu 

Thomas M Skrtic 

Although the education oi students who are difficult to teac^ ai.:' "lanaae in regular 



classrooms has been a controversial is.L.e for most of this century the framing of \U(i 

Q problem and the proposed solutions have varied across different historical p2riods The 

Ul 

controversy first emerged a-ound 1910 when immigration, co,T;pulsory school attendance, 
and other progressive era reforms brought large numbers of such students into public 
school organizations (Sarason & Doris, 1979). Given th: overriding concern for social and 
organizational efficiency during the progressive era (Haber, 1964), the probl^-m was cast 
in terms of the efficient operation of school organizations. The solution was to remove these 
students from regular classrooms and to provide them with a special education in separate 
classrooms. Although there was some concern for the weifare of children, humanitarianism 
was seconda!7 to the desire to segregate students who were disruptive to school organization 
(Lazerson. 1983; Mercer & Richardsori, 19-5). By the 1930s, the special class 
organizational model was a standard feature in most urban school districts; ana, over the 
twenty-five years following the Second World War, it was diffused throughout the entire 
system of public education (Reynolds & Rosen, 1976; Weintraub, 1S71). 

In the leeos, however, the controvefsy re-emerged in a new f^.m within the 
now-established special eaucation professional and advocacy communities. This time the 
issue was the ethics and efficacy of the special class model itself (Di'nn, 1968; Johnson, 
1962). Given the dominant soci?! con> ?rn for civil rights, the problem was framed in 
lerms of access to educationa' opportunity. The solution was to reintegrate or "mainstrea,T." 
K students who were difficult to maintain in regi'iar classrooms-who by this time were 

^ thought of as "stujt^rts with mild disabilities"-and to reorganize special education as a 
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resource/consulting service. The mainstreanmg w.ooel officiaily replaced the iraditiona; 
special class modei as the preferred organizational approach tor these students m 1S75 
with the enactment of P.L. 94-142. Given tne unpreced5nied federa intervention intc 
public education !n the 19eOs, tne donninant social concern m tne became school 

organization accountability; and the issue of the education of stuaents with mila cisabinties 
was reframed as the capacity of school organizations to comply witn the least restrictive 
environment provisions of P.L. 94-142. 

Today a new mainstreammg debate is taking snape withm the special education 
professional and advocacy communities. Its genesis is the growing recognition that, for 
many students-and particularly those witn miid disabihties-mainstreammg is failing 
(see, e.g., Gottlieb, 1981; Will, 1985, 1986). As a result, "greater access to the 
mamstieam," the rallying cry of the 1960s and 1970s, is being replaced in the 1980s by 
"fuli access to a restructured mainstream' (see Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987; 
Stainback & Stainback, 1984, 1985; Wang, Reynolds & Walberg, 1986; Wil!. 1985, 
1986), Although it has taken three-quarters of a century, the relationsmp betv/een school 
organization and students with mild disabilities is beginning to be recccnized. The 
significance of the new mainstreammg debate is that it is about the oo^sibiiity cf a new 
mainstreami. 

ironically, one reason fo^ not recognizing the problem sooner stems from an 
organizational problem in the field of education iiself. The division of laoo^ m scnools c' 
education is organized on the basis of occuDations ^^onng 1S80;, wh, cn means tna: topes 
related to students witn disabilities are assignee exclusively lo departments of spec:al 
education, v^hile topics related :o scnool organization are assigned exciusiv'siy to 
department- of educational adm.n'Straticr This nas resulted m two seoarate c: .rses 
witnm the profession: one on stucents with disabiiities, which takes school organization for 
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granted (Skrtic, I9i7a, 19B7b, m press aj, and one on schoo! crgan-zaiio-. when avocs 
topics 'elated to school effects and stuaent outcomes (Bridges. 1982; Er;:.kson, 197S;. A 
secona probiem-and one of -nnajor importance in subsequent sections-'s the atr,?c^e^'ca: 
nature of both fietas. which has meant that the discourses on Do^h topics are car,ec c^* n 
absence of any puidmg thpory. A third problem is that the division o: 'abor m socie:/ 
assigns education topics to the field of education, which has meant thai tne only "cfficia"' 
discourses on such matters are those that emanate from tne professionai education 
community. Ait^ jgh there are "alternative" discourses on both topics. >%hich are iargeiy 
theoretical and often take the ^orm of criticism of the official discourses, they receive far 
less attention than the official discourses, particularly fromi professional ecucators. 

The first purpose of this paper is to highlight some of the contradictions, confusions 
and faulty assumptions contained within the official d-scourses. as well as the manner m 
which the atheoretical nature of these discourses perpetuates the illusion of mild 
disabilities as a reality external to schoo! organization. The second purpose is to examine 
special education reform m the context of var-ous theories of school organization and 
adaptability. On the basis of tnis analysis, tne case will be made that current scnoci 
organization creair^s-and can co notfiing but create-stuaents with rn^id disabihties as 
artifacts of the systemu anc, furtnermore. that rahonal-iechn;ca! efforts reform the 
systemi--w!tncut replacing with an entirely cifferent con;;aura:'cr-dc i.'/rS tc 
eliminate mild disaoihties -j" mcr effects, prccjce even mc^e stL'cents v^-r m.ic 
disabilities, and create a new a^c largely nidden c:3ss o^ stuceni casualiies 

The third purpose of the paper is to argue that thp atheoretical nature of tne new 
mainstreaming aebate cbfuscaies prcblem-fmding and proolem-soiving relative to the 
relationship between scnool organization and stucents witn mild disaoiiities The case w.-i 
be made in this regard that the current problems laentified vvithin the new miainstream-ng 
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debate are large,/ tne resu't of the atheorei'cal nat^Te o' ^ r---42 a^d -,~,at -e 

atheoretica! solutions p'oposed in the new mamstreamirg aecate '.vi;; .-■•ehsi'y cur -^n' 

difficulties and create yet a different set of prDoiems. AI-noL^gh p l 94-14': a^c tne new 

mainstrean-ing debate represent important stages m the genera; reforr of puoLc eaucation, 

they botn approach problem-finding and probie.-n-solvng m the acsense of any cjiding 

theo7 of school organzation ana acaptabihty, 

The Discourses on Stuaeni^ W.th Disabi'itip-. 

The official discourse on students with disabilities in tne f'eid c' special e.ucaiion s 

grounded in the following set of unconscious assumptions about tne nature of disubmty, 

special eaucation as a help'ng profession, and proc ess in the fieic. 

(1) disability is a condition that individuals have; (2) disabted/typicai is a 
useful and objective distinction; (3) special education is a rationally conceived 
and co-ordinated system of services that help children labelled disablec; (4, 
progress in the field is made by improving diagnosis, intervention and 
technology. (Bogdan and Kugelmass, 1984, p. I73j 



The first two assumptions derive from sDeciai education's disCiPimary founcatcr: 
and psychology (see Mercer, 1S73; Skrtic, 1S85) By their very nature, these cisciplines 
locate the root cause of disability within the person and exc:uce frcT ccns.oe^at'cn cajsai 
factors that iie in the larger social, pciitical, and orcanizationai processes ex:erna: \z the 
mdividuai. The implication is that the official discourse on students wiin cisaoiiities 
c isiders disability to oe an attrioute of the maivi-'ia!: an oDjective. paihclcg.ca: ccncilior, 
that individuals na-^e. The case against this erroneous assjirotion ^as Deen rr.ace most 
cases of miid mentai retardation (Mercer, 1973), learning disaDih.es ^R.st & HarreT, 
1S82; Schrag & Divorky, 1S75) and e.^notional disturbance ;A!gczzine. ig-^e. 197^, 
Ap^er, 19S2: Hctt:s, 1975, Rnoaes. 1970. Ross, ^SSC. Swarj, 19^S, wh cr tccetne^ 
make up tne vast majority of ai; siuaer.ts laoeied m.icly Gisab;ed. 
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The third and fourth unconssicus assjrr.ptions uncergTcling tne official d.sccjrse 
-that specidi eduudiion is a ranona! system or services anc that oroorezs, in tne fie-c :s 
rational, cumulative, and iechnoiogjcal--derive from tr^e instituticnaiizec trecrv ct 
organizational rationniity (see Skrtic. m oress ay. The rot on of crgan:zaticna! rptiona.:/ 
can be understood as the bsiief in the notic that organizations are Drcsoectsveiv rafcna:. 
which ar^cun^s to taking crgamzations ara tneir official gcais for grantee ^he f.rst :v;o 
assLrrpi'ons cf {he ofMcia' cisccurse yield the iOea tnat ai! disabilities are obiective anc 
pa^nologlcal, wh:ch standi -r a mu^jai-y reinforcing relationshic witn the rctic- of 
o^ganizai.ora' -atioiariy o^camzaf'ors are rational; disab.lit/ in a raiicnai cor.;ex: :s 
oathcioc;cal; and soeCial education is a rationaiiy-conceived organizational response 

"he alternative d scou^se 3v students with disaoilities is earned on by scholars -n tne 
social sciences anc humamijes. The argLment is tnat soeoia. education profess.onal 
knowledge is atheore:ical, in that it is grounded narrowly ana exclusively m psychoiocica' 
and biological explanations c* deviance, wnicn are assumed to be oDjective knov/;ecae acout 
the true nature of reality. The alternative discourse elevates the importance of socai, 
pohticai. and organizational exoianatjons and consoers deviance to be a sjOiect;ve ccndi;,on 
that is socially created anc maintainec (see, for example, Gcffman. 1S53, Scneff, V::;55; 
Szasz, 1951; Taylor & Bogdan, 1S77). Altncugh much of the wox aone withm the 
alternative discourse is rega^oed highly in tne cisciplines. it nas had no mean.ncfu! effect 
on apoiied researcn ^^c practice m the fieid of special education (Bocoar & Kugelmass, 
1S&4), or on soec;a; educate: Dohcy, tnciuding P.L 94-142 'Sk^tiC, "955 Ait-^c^ch 
^-L 94>i42 represents suc£:2ntiai prccedura' changes m tne -rgan;za;-n and practice o^ 
specie: educaton m public schools, is net basec on thecret:cai cni'Cism z' soecia' ec.ca! — 
professional k^^w^o^ <^ p r---^' r^^'*^-' i^^^. ^ 

pre-P > S4-142 soecial ec.cavon C'-?c' ^ Ba:;arc-CamD5e:: c. S&T.-e.. ISB"! 5'- e^-. 
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1985;. As such, It rests on the same set of unc-jr.scious assu.r.otions about the natL-ie o' 
disaDiiity, special eaucation as a heipsng crofessicn, aro progress !n the f^eio p _ s^-;42 
does net To.'.cate schcci organization m the Dfcb'ern o' st-cc-nts v.'tn t„o d'sabMi.ss 

Here again, the new mamstreammg ceoate sigm^cant m t^at it Questions scroo' 
organ.za- on and. thus, soeciai education's unconscous assumot.on- Neve.^tne,6ss, mo 
ceoa'e, xe the f.eid of special education and =L 94-142, -s atneoretica' (-as no guicmg 
theory, Although there are exceptions-see, for exam.pie, Carr-e^ (1923;, Skrtio 
(1S85;, a.no Sieeler f1985;i-the rase against current scnooi crgan-at^cn vvth;n the nc. 
ma-nstrea.ming ceoate is bascd soieiy on empirica' ev:aence tn-,; 94-142 f?.;,r:;. - 
the abse-ce of theory, of course, there is no r.eanmgfui wa, to urde^stand tnese .a :ures o' 
to grouno solutions in anything otner than poiitical, e'.Mca', pedagog.cal. or efi-'fnov 
arguments for reforrr.. Although these arguments are in-po^an' ano need to be -nade trey do 
not prcrrote understanding or prcide meaningful d'rection fc .eform. 

"^hj D'SCOL'.-se or .qrhor.l n.^-;^..,^.,^^ 

Urcerstanclng me of.icial d'scoLr?e on school oraanization and adaptaonty recuires 
ccnsiae.'a-.cn cf the general C'-oouroe on organ-.ation per se, wmch , -nti! the enc of the 
Seconc vvo-ld War, v/as dorr^.natec Dy ^ne co iventionai wiscor-. c^ pract.t;orers in business 
anc ■ncustry-sL'ccessfj! adm.nist'r/jrs and engineers-./'nose prim.-v concern w's 
c.'canza-onal .-.iciency. A'ie^ tr^ War. hovve-r, tne stucy ct ccanzatiors became a 
legitimate area of acaaem.c stucy, bised m sooio'og/ and a.vajt.ng sonc^a-s 'rem v:,'tua:,y 
every G:s:o!:ne. S-nce ;hen, ihere nave oeen two secarate c scou'ses o' organ-aticn- tne 
oresor;o; ye 6:szoi:rse. cameo cut by Dract:t:oners m cusmoss anc mcust-y anc 
cominstec Dy ar interest m contrciLng people w'-o work in O'can.zaiions. and the sonclany 
c.scourse carriec out by acaacm os in tne humamt es anc m t-e ya-icus scc.al, oc;.:,ca\ 
cultural, a-d oenaviorai scences 'nereafier, socia- sc^enoes,. a-d com.natec b. an i-eres* 
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m understandinr the nature and func{icr„rg of organi2a;,Gns ync their effecs en pecDie a-d 
SoT-isty (see Pfc're; 1S82). 

The prescriptive discourse on organization began ounng the progress, /e e^a .vhen tne 
overriding concer- for mdustna! efficiency gsve prominence to Frejnck Ta/lors notion 
'scis.-.iific management" (Tayior, 1911,. Scientific management is the aocroacn tc 
ir-dustrial organization which yielded the ^amihar hierarchiai crgamzationa: form, 
characterized by tne Dyramidai. top-down structure of forma: control re:ai:c-s (th.nk of an 
organization chart;: tn,s will he referred to m suosequent sections as the machine 
b'jrgaiigra^y The Over;?rchinc goal of the macnine bureaucracy is ■■efficiency", and it :s 
premised on the notiop of or-anizationa;,t/ rationahty-purposefu!, goal-directed action 
built into organization structures and processes From this oerspective, organizations and 
tne people who inhabit them are viewed as physical entities, as machines that can be 
rationally fme-tuned to achieve endless efficiency fWorthy, 1S50'. 

The application of scientific managenient anc tne macmne model die -.t enc cn f-^e 
snop floor. Emerging as it d,c m the midst of the progress.vf era, the nofcn of scientif.c 
managemient was appropriated by p.-ogressive rero.-mers as a means to achieve- tne.r goa' of 
social efficiency (Harber. 195-^;. And while virtually a'l ouolic acm;r„strators we- 
under attack, tne nation^s schoolmen were particularly vulnerable to the dus" fc scientific 
management. Raym.cnd Callahan cnaractenzeJ tne undue mfi.e^ce 0' business .a'^jes anc 
industrial oroamzatior on scnoo! organization anc educational aom-mstraticn as an Amercs'. 
tragedy resulting from tne unfctunate timing 0' several events 

nrs:, by 151D a decade of concern witn reform. ..had proouced a public 
susDicious anc readv to be critical of tne management of all public inst tutions"! 
Seconc, |usl at this time ,a/iors system; was brougnt dramatically be'ore tr'e 
nation not w,tn a munda'e lacel sucn as "snop manaoemenf out with tr^ 
spocaimg tifie of "soient,f,c management " 5v 1912 tne full force c' d--- ^ 
criticism hao mt the scnoc s Thirc, by 1912 Amencans were urc 'na^ 
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business metnods be introducer inc. ,ne cperatior of gc.enr^vnt and a^-t- 
electing businessmen to serve on tn.-,r scnooi Doirds. Folt'i 'anc of ^ a-^- 
.nnponance. was tn. f -, that -he "pofession" o' .-cnooi adrr= ration .as Tn 
...u in us .ormaiive stage just u^ng aeve;.,.ed Arr.rca had rad a 
traduion of graoi^ate trailing m aaministrf tion-g^nu --e y eau:a'ior,ai 
mte.iectuai, and schoiarK, if not scientific- sucn z tra:,t.on m.. pt ha.e 
ser.ed as a brake or restra-ning force As it was, a., wfi n fiux. '/1S62 p 

As a resdl tne bp..,s for professionahzai.on -r, eoucatiora: acmin.strat.or, pecame t-e 
prescnpti.e Discourse of sc,eni,.-,c management and aam,T„st'afon, rather than, say, 
ph.'o.ophy, or Curriculum and instruction insteaa of becoming instructional le.uers or 
experts ,n the social and psychological p.^ocesses of education and learning, scnooi 
administrators becne "experts m how to administrate and control organizations" (Sprang, 
1S&0. p. 100). And the first casualties of the scient^f- management orientation to scnoo' 
organization and administration were students who were difficult to teach and manage m 
regular classrooms, wno were segregated ,„ special ciassrocms t tne interest o: schoo, 
crganizaticn efficiency. 

Scott ns81) marKed the emergence of 'he scnoia.y ciscourse on organization w-tn 
the pubi.cat on in English :y Max W.oer's analyses C oureaucaiic orgamzat:or,a: structure 
.n 1946 and 1S47 (Genh g U'-s -.46, Herderscn S Parsons, :S47). Weber's it^oiv 
of bureaucr.cy-in essence, a socology o' orgamzat^o.-provioed American socs' 
scientists witn a tneoretc.; fnundat.on for t,nP rorrr.al stuay of organ zat.ons as a c^tz:o\r^': 
area of incuiry, from which emerged tne muH,d:so:piinary r,e-c of o-gamzat^o-, 3-:ys:s 
Although by tne eariy-igsos t,ne f,eid cf eoucatir -.al .cm^n.strat.on ccMinuec to oe 
grounded n tne bus.necs-.noi;str.a, oriema.ion :■: seer- f,c management anc tne ma^nir-e 
bureaucracy (Caiiahar,, 19G2), m 105. tne lead.ng orofesso^s sougnt tr reor.ent irP 
field by formally adrptmg tne new field of organization analysis as a oarent discioime /see 
Gnff.ths. 1S59, Hayes & ^=£7; 3.t, fo- a number reasons, tne atiemo. to 

ground the f,eld of educat.ona: acm,n,."ation ,n tne scno:ar,y oiscourse 0: .rgancation 
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ar.alysis failed (see Cunnmgharr,, Hack, & Nystranc, 1S77, haip,n, 1970 Halpin a Hayes, 
-• -• ■— - .xo^^.L, u'c; nc.u u. cuuuaiiuiicir du TP ■ R I su 31 iO R- - 1 PI terms 0? the dominan! 
conceptualization of school cgamzation and management, tne training of aaT^imstrators and 
the practice of school adm,nistration--;ema!ns today essentially as it was m the 
mid-1 S50s 'Olark, 1985; Griffiths, 1983j. Tne prescriptive discou-se. v.r.icn is the 
traditional perspective of scien-ific management and the machine bureaucracy, continues to 
dominate the official discourse on school organization. Thus, th- fieia of educational 
administration, like the field of special education is atneoreticai. Moreover, unhke specia: 
education, which at least is grounded in the disciplines of psychology and biology, eve- if 
unreflectiveiy, the ^ield of educational admimstrat-on has no disciplinary foundation at a!!, 
grounded as it is in the prescriptive- discourse (Sprmg, 1980) 

Although forty years of research and theorizing in the field of organization analyses 
have resulted in what appears to be a bewildering array of competing and often contradictory 
theories of organization, recent d-velopmenis in the field provide a basis for comprehending 
the most di.iparate perspecuves within a single analysis (see Burre!! S. Mc^gan, 19S3; 
Morgan, 1983; Pfeffer, 1982; Ritze-, 198C, 19S3), The analysis to follow ,s taken from 
Skrtic (1987a, 1987b, in press a), m which this approach is applied to school 
organization and adaptability relative to scecial ecjcation reform. Althougn soace does not 
permit a complete explication of the grounds of the analysis, its general parameters can be 
d'Scussed. 

Four theoretical persoective are presented The Vst rwc (cc^fiaura'ion :heory and 
■nstiiutionaiization theory) can be thought o; as representing competing explanations of 
organization within a jj ru^f.'-g' frame of reference Tne next two theoretical perspectives 
(organizations as paracigns and ccgn.t.ve theories of crganizat.cr,) can be thougnt of as 
relatively compiimentarv explanations of organization within a cu'^ltpv frare of reference 
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School Oroanization anH P-hamp- ? !r:.cTural FrarP^ Qf ppfp rerce 
School organizations are modeled a^er the machino bur^?.ur.r^ry, which unt. the 
1960s was assumed to be the best and only way to croor.ze. The machine bureaucracy 
structure was adopted as the organizational model for ail public orcanizations dunng the 
progressive era because it was assumed to be the eoitcme of rr-tionality and tec^inicai 
efficiency (Callahan. 1962; Haber, 1964). And wmls the sort of technical ration. ^;y 
offered by the machine bureaucracy is appropriate for certain types of work, we w:ii see 
that it IS inappropriate for the type of work that school organization? ao. 

Whereas virtually all organization theory had been built i;pon the machine analogy and 
the Idea of "closed systems," the availability of general systems theory in the ^350s 
introduced the grqanismic analogy and the concept of "'open systems" (Bertalanffy, 1S56) 
into the 'leld of organization analysis. Closed systems are self-contained, isolated from 
their environments, wnereas open systems engage in transactions with their e.nv.ronments 
and, in the process, change themselves. The open systems concept led to the discovery in the 
1950s that not all organizations are machine hureaucracies. In fact, organizaiions were 
described that appeared to be different from the machine oureaucracy conceptualizat'cn in 
virtually every respect (Burns & Stalker, 1S66; Wilensky. 1S57; Woouwarc, 1965), anc 
the notion of "structural contingency theory" emerged lo explain these findings (V/ocdwarri, 
1955; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967) The basic propcsilion of contingency theory is 'ha! 
there is no one best way to organize. Rather, according to the tneory, orcan-aticnai 
effectiveness results from a good match between situanon and structure. 

Today, however, the very loea cf organizational structu re has been mod.tied oy 
Mmtzberg's (1979) notion of organizational structL'rmi: the idea that oraanirationc 
Str'jctUT thpmcDive^ ,r,to somewrat naturally occurr nc configurations accoramc to ;he 
type of work tnat they do, the means they have avaiiafe to control their work, and a xanety 
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of situational factors. Lsing Mintzoerg's ideas, we can understand school organizations as 
struciunng themselves as professional hnrpanrrpriP^ even tnough they h-.ve always been 
thought of and treated as machine bureaucracies Combining the configuration and the 
institutionalization perspectives, we can think of the machir.e bureaucracy as the conceptual 
or normative structure o' scnoois-the structure that people expect bee se it has been 
■nstitufonalized in modern, industrialized societies The professional bureaucracy, then, is 
the sfructure that conforms to the technical requirements of public schocis: the type ot 
work, means of coordination, and situational conditions. 
Differences Getween the f^achine and Prnfessiorrj! ^ 'j r^auc-acies 

The difference between the two organizations is the type cf wor.K that tney do and, 
thus, the means each has available to ccoroinate its work. Macmne bureaucracies do simple 
work-work that can be rationalized or broken down into a series of precise, routine tasks 
that can oe fully determined )r advance of their execution. Coordination of this type of work 
can be accomplished by buiidmg it into the wor k through the stancarcization of wo'-k 
pro^gss ^, which achieves control primarily through formahzation-job specifications, 
detailed instructions, and rules and regulauons. But professional bureaucracies ac complex 
work-work that cannot be r^'.onaiized. Complex work requires the application of general 
principles to particular cases and ;hu<^ involves uncertainty and cannot be prespecified 
compi9tely. Organizations ccrf.gure themselves as professional bureaucracies wnen their 
work IS too complex tc be ra.onaiized and thus toe uncertain to be fcrmalizec. C:mplex 
work requires that the coordr.ai.cn ce built -nt: t he vvcrker through the s'andc--c-2ation 'nf 
.sMs., whiCh IS accompiisnec through professionahzation {intensive skill tra ning and 
indoctrination, carried out ,n crciessionai schools). Simple worK is cooranated through 
formalization (rules and •-: g.:;ai,cns;'. comoiex work is coordi-2ted t.-rough 
professionaiization (tra'Ping a-g inccctriration) 
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The type of coordination used determines the nature of the interdependency annong 
worKers. which, in turn, influencas the nature of change m organizations. Prof -.lonais 

in -J good deal of autonomy so that they can use discretion to contain tha uncertainty of 
their complex work. Teachers-like other client-centered professionals-work 
autopcmouoiy and personally with their clients, and only loosely with their peers, which 
shapes the nature of the relationships among workers in professional bureaucracies. 
Mintzberg _-sed Thompson's (1967) idea of "coupling" (see also March & Olsen, 1976; 
Weick, 1976, 1982) to explain the nature of organizational interdependencies. The 
interdependency among teachers in school organizations is an example of "pooled" o' "loose" 
coupling, a situation in which professionals share common facilities and rescjrces but work 
alone with their clients. Pooled coupling involves the least amount of interdependence among 
members. Coordination-a loose sort of coordination at best-is accomplished by everyone 
knowing ^oughly what everyone else is doing by way of their common training and 
indoctrination. Compare this to the sequential coupling characteristic of the machine 
bureaucracy where each worker, like a link in a chain, is highly dependent on other 
workers. Reciprocal coupling, a type of interdependency to be considered in ubsequent 
sections, requires' still more interdeperdency because members must feed work back and 
forth among themselves. 

Ireali nq Pro' ^ssion al BureaunraniPs Like Marhmng 

Although the professional bureaucracy configuration provides so-'e idea of the 
technical requirements of schools as organizations, we should not lo.^e sight of the fact that 
schools are organized and managed as if they were r, .chine bureaucracies. Moreover, from 
the institutionalization perspective we know that because schools are public 
organizations-get their legitimacy and support from the public-their very survival 
depends on their conformity to what their public v^ants them to be, which ,s an organization 
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that conforms to the institutionalized image of the machine bureaucracy. Thus, schools are 

forced--by managers (Weick, 1982) and by their institutionalized environment (Meyer & 

Rowan, l978)--to adopt all the trappings of the machine bureaucracy (centralized power, 

tight control of personnel, standardized work processes, formalization, regulated reporting, 

rational planning) even though these do not fit the technical requirements of doing complex 

work. In principle, the effect is that the orofesional bureaucracy configuration of schools is 

driven to be more like the machine bureaucracy. And, as Weick noted: 

When conventional management theory [i.e., based on scientific management 
and the machine bureaucracy structure] is applied to organizations that [are 
not machine bureaucracies], effectiveness declines, people become confused, and 
work doesn't get done. That seems to be one thing that is wrcng with many 
schools. They are managed with the wrong model in mind (1982, p. 673). 

Professionalization is premised on relatively autonomous professionals using 

discretion-applying general principles to particular r-ses-to contain the uncertainty of 

their complex work. Treating schools a machine bureaucracies introduces unwarranted 

formalization which, in turn, reduces teacher discretion. Complex work cannot be 

formalized by rules and regulations: 

except in misguided ways which program the wrong behaviors and measure the 
wrong outputs, forcing the professionals to play the machine bureaucratic 
game- sat-s^;ing the standards instead of serving the clients. . . .The individual 
needs of the students-slov^ learners and fast, rural and urban-as well as the 
individual styles of the teachers have to be subordinated to the neatness of the 
system (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 377). 

By design, the machine bureaucracy seals off its operations by placing a barrier 
-formatization-between the worker and the client. The professional bureaucracy 
removes this barrier to permit a close personal relationship to develop between t^e 
professional and the client. Excessive formalization in schi^ols upsets this delicate 
relationship, which is predicated on unimpeded personal contact between the professional 
and client. Formalization m the machine bureaucracy at least Iraves clients witn 
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•nexpensive products; in the professional bureaucracy, formalization leaves clients with 
impersonal and ineffective services (Mintzberg, 1979). 
DecouDlpri <^triirtiirft<^ 

Fortunately, however, under ordinary circurnatances formalization does not work 
completely in school organizations. From the institutionaiization perspective the safety 
valve that permits schools to get out fronn under some of the formalization of the machine 
bureaucracy structure is called "decoupling", which is another way of saying that the formal 
machine bureaucratic structure that schools are compelled to adopt is disconnected from or 
has little to -io with the way their work is actually done. In fact, according to Meyer and 
Rowan, the formal machine bureaucratic structure of school organizations is a myth that is 
created and maintained through symbols and ceremonies for public consumption. 
Maintaining the myth is very functional for schools because it permits the work to get done 
according to the localized judgements of those who do it (the essence of the professional 
bureaucracy structure), while protecting the organization's legitimacy and tne flow of 
resources to it by giving the public the appearance of the machine bureaucracy thai it 
expects. 

Thus, decoupling enables organizations to maintain standardized, lecilimafing, 
formal structures while their activities vary in response to ~practicai 
considerations, "'he organizations in an industry [broad sense] tend to be 
similai in formal structure-reflecting their common institutional 
origins-but may show much diversity in actual practice (Meyer & Rowan 
1977. p. 357). 

Cumbining the configuration and institutionalization perspectives, we can understand 
school organization in terms of f/o incompatible structures; (a) a formal strjcture (tne 
machine bureaucracy configuration) which satisfies the institutionalized public image of 
what all legitimate organizations should look like, and (b) an informal structure (the 
professional bureaucracy configuration) which satisfies the technical demancs of doing 
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complex, client-centered work. From the configuration perspective, we know that the two 
structures are incompatible because formalization and professionalization are incompatible 
control mechanisms. From the instit-itionalization perspective, schools live with this basic 
comradiction by decoupling their mythical machine bureaucratic structure from their 
actual professional bureaucratic structure, thus buffering their work from the demands of 
the institutionalized environment. But decoupling does not work completely e.ther. No 
matter how contradictory formalization may be, it does require at least overt conformity to 
its precepts and thus circumscribes teacher behavior. If nothing else, overt conformity to 
misplucec; formalization takes time and energy away from the real work (Daiton, 1959). 
Similar'tigf; Between the MachinP anri Profes.-^innal BureaiirrariP^ 

The machine and professional bureaucratic structures are similar in two importam 
v^ays. First, both are bureaucracies because, like all bureaucracies, they use the principle 
of standardization to produce standard products or services. Second, because they produce 
standard products or services, they require a stable environment. Both are "performance 
organizations"; they are designed (read, design themselves) to do one thing well under stable 
conditions. This means that in principle both the machine bureaucracy and the professional 
bureaucracy are inherently nonadaotable structures in two respects. 

The first type of nonadaptability is related to the ;jse of standardization as a 
coordination mechanism. In the professional bureaucracy, the .-et of skiIIs a professional 
{eactier stands ready to use can be th^ ,t of as pertoire of stapdara programs that are 
applied to predetermined situations or contingencies. Teaching, i,ke a!' professional wo"rk. 
entails two primary tasks: categorizing a client's needs so tnat a pa-ticular standard 
program is indicated, and ,ien applying or executing that program. This 'pigeonholing" 
process, like stereotyping, simplifies matters greatly by allowing teachers to move "-rough 
their work without having to make continuous decisions at every moment (Perrow, 1970). 
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Bui both the diagnosis step and the standard programs are circumscribed. The goal of 
pigeonholing is only to match a predetermined contingency (a perceived client need) to an 
existing standard program (Perrow, 1970; Simon, 1377; Weick, 1976). Students whose 
needs fall at the margins or in the cracks between standard programs tend to get forced 
artifically into one category or another. A fully open-ended process-one that seeks a truly 
creative solution to each unique need-requires s "problem-solving" cganizati.- what 
Mintzberg calls an adhQcrf j ry , which has no standard piograms and is organized to provide 
novel solutions to each unique problem as li arises. But the professional bureaucracy, like 
the machine bureaucracy, is a "performance" organization not a "problem-solving" 
organization. Instead of accommodating unique variations, it screens out heterogeneity and 
uncertainty and tnys to fit its clients' needs into one of its standard programs. A client 
cannot simply need help, he or she must need the kind of help the professional bureaucracy 
has been standardized to provide (Segal, 1S74). 

The second sense in which the professional and machine bureaucracies are 
nonadaptable structures also arises from their use of standardization as an organizing 
principle. In this sense, however, standardization is important for the relationship it 
creates between, these organizations and their environments. Because both organizations use 
standardization to produce standard products or services, they require stable environments. 
When their environments become dynamic-expect them to do something other than what 
they have been standardized to do-they are potentially devastated. 

Before considering the way tnese organizations respond to dynamic environments, it 
will De helptu' to d;stinguish between two typdS of change demands. First, there are 
flincigmentnl changes: alterations in the fundamental operations for which the organcation 
has been standardized. In schools, a fundamental change is one tnat requires the scrool to 
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alter the basic operation of its kindergarten through tweifth-grad- iK-l2) regular 
education program. This would be a lundamental change because it requires an alteration m 
the way its primary workers-regular classroom teachers-do their work; the work for 
which they have been standardized. Second, there are what can be thought of as incioental 
changes, which are changes that do not require an alteration of the basic K-12 regular 
education program. Fundamental changes -equire the school's teacher.^ to do something 
m£im from what they have been standardized to do. Incidental changes require the school 
to dc something ^hismi: like adding on a new classroom, program, or specialist (see 
Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
ResDon?^P to Changp ppmp nrig 

\n the machine bureaucracy, change can be accomplished in a more or less 
rational-technical manner; here, change is a technical matter of ^standardizing the work 
processes through r^rationaiizing the work and r^formalizing v^orker behavior. Even 
though machine bureaucracies, like aH bureaucracies, are performance organizations and 
thus require a stable environment, when changes in the environment demand a change in 
what the organization does, at least change can be approached on rational-technical grounds. 
But when its environment becomes dynamic, the professional bureaucracy cannot respond 
by making technical adjustments in the way it does its work. Recall that, unlike the machine 
bureaucracy, where each worker coes one part of the total job and coordination is bunt 
directly into the work processes through rationalization and formalization, the professional 
bureaucracy's coordination rests wilhin each orofessional worker by way of inculcation of 
Knowledge and norms through training and indoctrination. To make a fundamental change in 
What the professional bureaucracy does woL.d require a change in what each professional 
does because each professional coes the entire job individuaiiy and personally vviih his or 
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her clients. But because schools have always been thought of as machine bureaucracies, the 
approach tor changing them has proceeded on rational-techniual grounds (House, 1S79) 

Rational-technical approaches to change assume that changes in the rules and 
regulations will result in changes in the way the work geis done. But even well-meaning 
attempts to change the work by instituting changes in the formalized rules and regulations 
are deflected from the actual work because the formalized rules and reguianons are 
decoupled from the way the work gets done in the professional bureaucracy. Change attempts 
that precede on rational-technical grounds have the effect of forcing schods to extend 
current formalization and thus drive them even more to take cn the machine bureaucracy 
structure (Mintzbeig. 1S79). So, treating schools like machine bureaucracie. forces 
schools to be more like machine bureaucracies; and rational-technical change effons extend 
this push, driving schools to be even more like the machine bureaucracy, thereby leaving 
students with even less effective and less personal service. 

Simply stated, and for very understandable reasons, the professional bureaucracy 
configuration cannot change its fjndamental operations in any suDstantive way. A key point 
to grasp is that the inability of this organizational configuration to change ,s not a 
dysfunction, in the sense that it q^H change but .wam cnar.ge; in principle, the professional 
bureaucracy configuration simply Q^Iin^l change 'undamental K-12 operation by fiat. 
But the professional bureaucracy configuration is well suited to making incidental -■.pn^ o- 
Because professional teachers are trai.ned and indoctrinated to do the entire job incividualiy 
with their clients, a demand for change that can De earned out by addmg a new 
program-which is to say, a new orofessional- can be accomplished virtually overnight. 
Ail that is required is a professional teacher (who. as we know, comes pre-standardized to 
'each), students, and tne resources to support the program No massive change or 
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reorganization is required precisely because of the loosely coupled, cellular irtemai 
-ww^.^.^. w. IMC p»uic7o^iuncii uufbducracy connguration 

The institutionalization perspective on change starts where the configuration 
perspective leaves off. it asumes the inabil.ty of professional bureaucracy to change, 
provides an explanation for how it deflects demands for chang^ , ard concentrates most on the 
utility of the process for the su,-vivai of schools as organizations and public education as an 
instiution. Because schools are public organizations, the; cannot be unresponsive to public 
demands for change. Beca-jce schools are required to change but yot cannot change, they do 
the only thing they can do: they create the illusion that they have changed when, in fact, they 
remain largely the same (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, 1978. Rowar, 1S80; Zucke.r, 1981). 
Schools relieve pressure for change by signallmg the environmen: that a change has 
occurred. In this way, schools can maintain their leg t.macy and support-tneir very 
survival-in the face of being unable to conform to environmental demands for change. This 
is possible because the signals of change are built into the mythical machine cureaucratic 
structure which, of course, is decoupled from the actual v.orK. 

By extending tt,e idea of decoupling to the internal structure of school organization, 
the institutionalization perspective can be used to describe incidental changes. Not only ,s 
the formal structure of schools decoupled from us informal structure, but the various units 
(Classrooms pnd programs) are decoupled from each other as veil. This is no surpnse 
because we l^now, from the configuration perspective, that the means of coordinaticn-'he 
standardization of skills-sets up precisely this sort of pooiea or loosely coupled 
interdependency among professionals. A decoupled internal structure permits schools to 
respond to demands for change by adding on separate programs or specialists to deal with 
them. These changes need not be integrated into the ongoing structure, they are simpiy added 
on segmentally, making any substantial reoryan,zation of activity unnecessary. Because 
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these aad-on units or programs are organized separateiy. the regular K-12 instructional 
program is buffered from them (Meyer S Rowan, 1978). 

A key difference between the configuration and mstitutionaiization perspectives turns 
on whether schools as organizations actually attempt to make changes. In the case of the 
former even well-meaning change attempts get lost in the organization's nonfunctional 
formalization. In the case of the latter, the nonfunctional formalization exists precisely to 
absorb and deflect environmental demands for change. In either case, however, the 
formalized machine bureaucracy structure-and ail of its trappings-is nonfunctional r-n a 
means to control teacher behavior and, in principle, fundamental changes never occur, 
inciaental changes, oit the other hand, are easily handled. And, transforming a fundamental 
change into an inciaental change is a good way to survive in a dynamic environment, 
particularly when add-on units can be decoupled internally (see Meyer & Rowan, 1S77; 
Zucker, 1981). Add-on units and the rituals and ceremonies put in the formal struciu.^e 
important as symbols of change, but they are incidental to or decoupled from tne ongoing 
operation of the basic K-12 instructional program. 

School nripaPi7p|i on anr^ Ch^^nge- C'i\^\yp.' ^r^.r-.a r/ HPforon^o 
in order to understand the "cultural f.-ame of reference, we must consider the -ea c^ a 
paradigm. A paradigm is a general guide to perceotion, a map, a way of viewing the wor'd. 
Organizations as paradigms, the first theoretical perspective w,th,n the cultural frame of 
reference, ,s based on Thomas Kuhn's (1970) idea of the role of paradigms and caraaicm 
revolutions in the physical sciences, A paradigm ,s a w.av r.- cp^p^ v.'h.cn, for a time, 
serves as an orienting framework for members of a scientific community. Scientists 
working within the strictures of a mutually agreed upon paradigm are domg "normal 
science." Over time, unreconcilable a"omo!ies or coniradicl.ons build ud in the orevailing 
paradigm and set the stage for its overtnrow and tne introduction of a new paracig.T,. The 
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shift to a new par?d,gm is "revolutionary science." For Kuhn, normal science res:s or, the 
mutual acceptance of a given paradigm among the members of a communiiy c? scientists. 
Revolutionary scence requnes the defeat of what haa ceen the prevaiLng paraaigr, and a 
shift to a new one. The new paradigm provioes a different way of viewing tne v.orid ana 
making sense of it. 

QrQaniz^tional Parp^ig ms and Chanr^p 

One way that anomo.'ies are introduced into organization parad.gms .s throijgh the 
availabiliy of technical information that the current paradigm ,s not working. Change based 
on technical information, according to Rounds (1981), can occur in two ways !t can be a 
confron:=tion between an mdividual (or Lmal! constituency group) who rejects the most 
fundamental assumptions of the current paradigm on the basis of reliable, valid information 
that the system is not working, and the rest of the organization's members who are acting 
defiance of the negative information to preserve the prevailing paradigm. The second way ,s 
the case where some small peripheral problem is recogn-zed as indicating a mine flaw ,n ^n 
otherwise viable system. Rounds explained that initially some conservative action ,s taken 
to correct the flaw with the least possible increment of change. The corrective measure 
leads to :he unanticipated consequence of raising some new amoiguities about tne system. 
Often ne,v positions are created to deal with the anomolies, which o'.ngs new people, ideas, 
and vai-s into the system, providing the opportunity for new people to lay claim to 
different carts of the system. Other flaws are detected, and so or. leading to an elaborate 
feedback loop that calls more of the system into question until tne ground is ceoared icr a 
radical reconceptualization of the entire organization. In this sceneno, what were .mfally 
conserve-, ve attempts to protect the system end ud uncermimng ;i and ushering m a new 
paradigm 
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Rounds (1979) provided another explanation for an organizational paradigm shift in 
wmch the anomoly is introduced because of shifting values and preferences m 
society-rather than because of the avaiiabiiity of new technical knowledge. In this case, 
paradigms die because the social theory and values unaerlying the- change. This does not 
remove the older paradigm overnight, however. If the new societal values and beliefs are 
not consiston! with the members prevailing organizational paradigm, resistence in the form 
of an increase in ritualized activities acts to reaffirm the paradigm called into question. 
Thinkino Thinker?, and Oroaniratinnal ParsdKpm.g 

Cognitive theories of organization emphasize individuals as tne creators of meaning 
(the creators of organizational paradigms). The essence of the cognitive perspective is 
perhaps best encapsulated by Weick's assertion that "an organization is a body of thought 
thought by thinking thinkers" (1S79b, p. 42). Organizations are bodies of thought 
(paradigms) and these paradigms are created by thinking thinkers-the individual as the 
creator of meaning. Moreover, Weick made the connection between the cultural and 
structural frames of reference by pointing out that there are "grains of truth" ir the 
constructions of organizational members. Something ,s going on independent of the 
observers, even though members embellish and elaborate those grams cf truth vigorously 
and with originality. Something is going on, "but what happens is that the actor m the 
organization plays a major role in unrandomizing and giving order to the be-AMidering 
number of variables that constitute those grams" (Weick. 1979b, p. 45). Through 
activity, selective attention, consensual validation, and luck, peoole m organizations ere 
able to wade into streams of random experience and unranaomize them sufficiently so that 
some kind of sensemakmg map or paradigm of tne territory is possible. Now, the paradigm 
IS not the territory, it is only a ispresentation of the ^'.'crlc, But, for Weick "the map ^ the 
terntory if people treat it as such" (Weick, 1979D, p. 45). Things are real if people treat 
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them as real, and paradigms-correct or not-structure the territory sufficiently so that 
someone f;an initiate activity in it, which may produce a workable order. 

People's sampling of the environment and the paradigms they construct also are 
dominated by prior beliefs. For Weick, believmg ,s seeing m organizations, and beliefs are 
the filters through which organizational members examine theT experienoe. Weick urgec 
analysts to think of organizations as bodies of thought that contain grains of truth which are 
eliaborated by people as a basis of constructing an organizational paradigm that is treated as 
if it were real. All this is filtered through prior beliefs, with action sen/ing as the pretext 
and raw material for sensemaking. Thus, he argued that it is not the actual structural 
elements (e.g., formalization, professionalization) mat are real, but rather the effects of 
these elements on the grams of truth, maps, beliefs, and actions that yield organizational 
paradigms. Moreover. Weick argued that the causal arrow also o.oes the other way. "Maps, 
beliefs, and thoughts that summarize actions, themselves constrain contacts, 
communication, and commands. These constraints constitute anc^ shape organizaticnai 
processes that result in structures" (Weick, 1979b, p. 48). An organization is a cognitive 
entity, a paradigm or schema--" an abridged, generalized, corrigible organization of 
experience that serves as an initial frame of reference for action and perception. A scnema 
IS the belief in the phrase. I'll see it when I believe it" (Weick. 1979b. p. 50). 

Schools have been recognized as perhaps the most ambiguous orcancations that we 
know (Cohen, March & Olsen, 1972) We know that schocis configure tnemselves as 
professional bureaucracies precisely because teaching is complex and thus arnbiguoiis work. 
Furthermore, we know that as complex work, teaching m an organizational context requires 
a coordination mechanism-the stanaardization of skills-that creates a pooled or loose 
coupling form of interdepe;.oency among teachers, which increases ambiguity even more 
Moreover, schools exist in an institutionalized environment that expect.s them to be machine 
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bureaucracies, and are managed as if they were machine bureaucrac.es Th,s creates even 
more ambiguity by forcing schools to act like a totally different type of orgamrat.on. 
decoupling notwithstanding. 
Underorna nized R\j<^iPm^ 

Although there are a number of popular metaphors that capture the disorder and 
ambiguity of schools as organizations-organized anarchies, loosely couoled systems, 
garbage cans-a key point to grasp is that, although there may be a good deal of disorder, 
order is not completely lacking. Weick (1985) reminded analysts recently thai o ganized 
anarchies m organized, loosely coupled systems ^ systems, and garbage cans hay^ 
bounoaries, ana suggested that a more appropriate metaphor for schools might be 
"UB^mmmiSSL^^^imms." The koy idea is that while schools may be as ambiguous and 
disorderly as organization theorists have portrayed them, there is some order. Moreover, 
according to Weick, anything or anyone thai can create more order can bring about change. 
Thus, the very underorganized nature of schools that prevents change, is the precise 
condition that can create change. 

Weick used the ideas of superstitious iearnmg-the erroneous interpretation of a 
change in environment as the direct result of individual behavior-and self-fulfill.ng 
prophecy (Jones, 1S77) to explain change ,n underorganized systems like schools. 
Superstitious learning occurs when organizational members mistakenly see a change in the 
environment as caused by their own action. As a res.lt, they build into their causal 
theories-cause maps or oaradigms-the belief tnat they are able to change environments. 
Of course, this is an error m the sense that it is an incorrect interpretation of what actually 
happened. But, Weick argued that when environments are sufficiently malleable, acting on 
this mistaken belief can set in motion a sequence of activities that allows people to create the 
reality that the belief is true. In changeable environments, an apparent efficacy can 
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transform a superstitious conclusion into a correct perception. For Weick, se!f-fu!f,ll,ng 
prophecies provide profound insight into how organizations function and change. 

Ambiguity in locseiy coupled, underorganized systems is reduced when people can 
incorporate into tnetr paradigms an inference-rightly or wrongiy-aoout cause and effect. 
When people act on the stored inference as if it were true, a previously loose relationship 
between cause and effect becomes tightened and the uncertainty surrounding the effect is 
reduced. Confident action based on a presumption of efficacy can reinforce the inference 
about efficacy stored ,n the paradigm. In short, people in ambiguous, underorganized 
systems can make things happen. 
Values/Power 

When ambiguity is present, people who can resolve it gain power. And because 
ambiguity in organizations increases the extent to which action is guided by values and 
ideology (Weick, 1985), the values of these powerful people-the ones who can reduce 
ambiguity--affect what the organization is and what it can become. When ambiguity 
increases, it sets the stage for ideology and values to be reshuffled--what we would call a 
paradigm shift. The people best able to resolve ambiguity gain power, as does the.r vision of 
the world and the organization. The recognition of an important, endunng amoiguity-an 
unresolvable anomoly in the prevailing paradigm-is an occasion when an organization may 
redefine itself. Those who resolve the ambiguity for themselves and others can impiant a 
new set of values m the organization, which creates a nev; set of relevancies and 
competencies and int.roduces a source of innovation. Ambiouity sets tr,e occasion for 
o.rganizations to learn about themselves and their en^/i.'onments and allows them to emerge 
from their bout with ambiguity in a different form than when they started the confrontation. 
But. behind it all are people with ideas that are rooted in their values and vision of whai can 
and should be. For Weick. the importance of presumptions, expectations, and commitments 
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cannot be overestimated. Confident, forceful, persistent people can span the breaks in 
loosely coupled, underorganized systems with their presumptions, expectations, and 
commitments by encouraging interactions that tighten settings. " The conriitinn. of ordsr and 
tightness in ornanizationf? pyist as much in the mind thp y do m thP (ipm nf ^ n|inn" (Weick. 
1985. p. 128; original emphasis). 

School Oroaniration. Snpria! Educai.r.n and Reform 
In considering fie imiications of the analysis of school organization and adaptability 
tor the official discourse on students with disabilities, it will be helptui to or&anize the- 
remaining discussion according to special education's assumptions about the nature of 
disability, special education as a helping profession, and progress. The implications of the 
analysis for the new mainstreaming debate are addressed in the section on "progress" as well 
as in a concluding section. 
School Ori^ianizqt'^P i^ nd Disahili fy 

At the outset, the assumptions about the nature of disaoility-that disability is a 
condition that individuals have and that disabled/typical is a useful and objective 
distinction-were challenged on the basis of theory choice at the applied science level of 
special education professional knowledge. At this point we can extend thai challenge on the 
basis of the analysis of school organization. From the structural frame of reference, the 
pr dssional bureaucracy, in principle, is a nonadaptable structure in two senses, both of 
which stem from its use of standardization as an organizing principle. First, it is 
nonadaptable as gn crggnizRlinp, because bureaucracies are not configured for innovation; 
they are ill-suited to producing new outputs, a topic to be considered in subsequent sections. 
For now, it will be important to consider the second way in which the prcfessional 
bureaucracy is nonadaptable, i.e., nonadaptability at the Irvpi nf th^ <nci^v<n^,^\ pmfoccon^. 
because of the use of standardization of skills--professionalization-as a coordinating 
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mechanism. Under this arrangement, the set of skills a professional teacher stands ready to 
use can be thought of as a repertoire of standard programs that are applied to predetermined 
situations, which creates two prou,ems relative to the notion of "disability." First, there is 
the problem of the nature of these standard programs and, second, there is the problem of 
the manner in which they are applied. 

Considering the nature of these programs, we can ask about iheir validity. The 
dominant model of professional knowledge creates the image that they are the end product of 
a rational system of knowledge production in which positive knowledge-objective 
knowledge about reality-is engineered by applied scientists to create the models, 
proceduies, and techniques-the standard programs-used in professional practice (see 
Schein, 1972; Schon, 1984). But, from Kuhn (1970) and others (Barnes, 1982; Skrtic, in 
press b), we know that instead of producing objective knowledge, the process of 
professionalization produces subjective knowledge-a particnl.r way of unrandomizing the 
complexities of practice, which, on the basis of authoritarian professional induction, is 
assumed to be the only. way. Thus, the dominant modei of professional knowledge yields 
standard programs that are not jphgrgntly valid; ihey are merely the product of a 
particular knowledge tradition that is based on the customs and conventions of a professional 
Subculture. 

At this point the manner in which these programs are app'ied can be considered. From 
the structural frame cf reference, teachers, like all professionals, apply their standard 
progran^- according to the circumscribed, two-step process of "pigeonholing," which 
matches a predetermined contingency (a perceived client need) to an existing standard 
program. As Mintzberg (1S79) noted, a common problem associated with pigeonholing is 
that "the professional confuses the needs of his clients with the skills he has to offer them" 
(p. 374). This is not a problem as long as the student's needs actually match what the 
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professional has to offer, but when the learning style and individual needs of a particular 
student do no; match the professionai's reperioire of standard programs, the student gets 
forced artifically into one program or anotner or forced out of the system altoy.iher. Recall 
that the professional bureaucracy is a "performance organization"--which is based on the 
execution of predetermined standard programs-not a "problem solving organization- 
designed to seek a creative solution to each unique need. The problem of innovation at the 
level of the individual professional, or what Mintzberg (1979) called the "means-ends 
inversion," finds its roots "in convergent thinking, in the deductive reasonmg of the 
professional who sees the specific situation in terms of the general concept. In the 
professional bureaucracy this means that new problems are forced into old pigeonholes" 
(p. 375). And, it is important to recognize that this is not a dysfunction of the professional 
bureaucracy structure. It is configured precisely to screen out heterogeneity and 
uncertainty, to fit its clients' needs into one of its standard programs. 

The fact is that great art and innovative problem solving require inductivp 
reasoning, that is, the induction of new general concepts or programs from 
particular experiences. That Kind of thinking is diverafint -it breaks away 
from old routines or standards rather than perfecting existirn ones. And mat 
flies in the face of everything the Professional Bureaucracy is designed to do 
(Mintzberg, 1979, p. 375). 

The means-ends inversion can be understood from the cultural frame of reference by 
thinking of a set of standard programs as a paradigm-that is, a technology of standard 
practices built on beliefs about cause-effect relations (Brown, 1978). From this 
perspective, a paradigm of standard p-irams comes to be embedded in the sagas and myths 
of the practitioner culture as the appropriate technology for doing the profession's work. 
Regardless of whether tnese stories are true, they persist because they provide a sense of 
justification for action (see Brown, 1978; Clark, 1972; Pfeffer, 1982). Once the 
paradigm of the practitioner culture is in place, it changes very slowly because 
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anomolies-new information that the technology is not workmg-are di-toned so that they 
are consistent with the prevailing paradigm (Jonsson & Lundin, 1977), In i 3 sense, 
professional behavior in schools is governed more by in-.titutionalized, cultural norms 
than it is by rational, knowledge-based actions designed to improve instructional 
effectiveness. Things are done in certain ways simply because they have always been done 
that way. To do anything else in these organizations would not make sense (see Zucker, 
1977, 1981). From this perspective, teaching in a professional bureaucracy (applying 
standard, conventional programs) is a ritualized activity that takes place in an 
institutionalized environment. Although paradigm shifts can occur, resistance takes the 
form of political clashes between adovcates of a new paradigm and the defenders of the old 
one. conservative attsmpts to patch up the system incrementally, and an increase in 
ritualized activity (Rounds, 1979, 1981). 

In schools, the competence and conscientiousness of individual teachers 
notwithstanding, the professional pigeonholing process works until it encounters a student 
whose needs do not fit the prevailing paradigm or available standard prograTis. This 'is 
where most "students with mild disabilities" come from. The implication is that, for 
students so labeled, "disability" is neither an objective condition that students have, nor is 
it an objective distinction. From an organizational perspective, being "disabled" is a 
matter of not fitting the available stanoard programs m an organization that is not 
structured to provide novel responses to unique differences, if current school organization 
and its available standard programs were inherently "correct" and "good," we would ha^e 
grounds, perhaps, to believe that mild disabilities are conditions students have and that 
disabled/typical is a useful and objective distinction. But when we can understand that 
current school o.rganization and its standard programs are Simply matters of convention 
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and tradition, we can understand that calling students who do not fit the standard programs 
"aisadied" is blanning the victims for the inadequacies of the system. 
The Nat ure of Spftcial Education 

The adequacy of the assumption about the nature of special education-that it is a 
rationa;iy-conceived and coordinated system of services that help children labeled 
disabled-can be assessed by considering the function of special education in current school 
organization. We can answer this question by considering the nonadaptability of the 
professional bureaucracy as an orqanization in conjunction wit,; the status of school 
organizations as public organizations. 

Schools are public organizations and thus depend on the public for their fiscal support 
and legitimacy-that is. their very survival. Thus, thtir institutionalized environment is 
a powerful source of fashion to which school organizations cannot afford to be unresponsive. 
Although the institutionalized environment is a constant source of pressure in this respect, 
on occasion value changes in society make additional demands that require school 
organisations to change (Rounds, 1979). In some instances, school organizations are 
required 'o make incidental, add-on changes, which they are able to do quite easily because 
of their loosely coupled internal st-jcture. In other instances, however, schools are 
required to make fundamental changes-ones that require teachers to do something other 
than what they v.-ere standardized to do, which are resisted according to the legree to which 
the values embedded in the change demand run counter to those of the prevailing paradigm 
(Rounds, 1579). From ihe institutionalization perspective, school organizations deal with 
demands from their institutionalized environments by either building symbols and 
ceremonies of change into their decoupled n-.achine bureaucracy structure, or by 
converting fundamental change demands into incidental changes and responding by adding 



31 



31 



separate programs or specialists to the existing organization, thus buffering the basic 
operation from the change demand. 

The segregated special ciass--the exclusive model for special education from tne turn 
of the century until the 1970s-,s the quintessential example of this process at work. 
Earlier in this century, when society required schools to start serving new populations of 
students-children of the working class, children from economically disadvantaged 
families, children of the ever-increasing immigrant population-the special classroom 
emerged to deal with children that could not be squeezed into the available standard 
programs (the prevailing paradigm) of the regular education system (Laz.rson. 1383; 
Saraso/. & Doris, 1979). Thus, from an organizational perspective, the separate special 
class served as a legitimating device that allowed schools to signal the public that they had 
complied with the demand to integrate these new populations of students, while at the same 
time allowing them to maintain their current paradigm of operation. Once special classes 
were created, they were decoupled from tne internal workings of the school. Indeed, this 
disjunction between the special class and the rest of the school enterprise was one of the 
major complaints in the 1960s and 1970s that led to the passage of P.L 94-142 (see 
Chnstophos & Renz, 1959; Deno, 1970; Dunn, 1958; Johnson, 1962). Another special 
education example is when schools were required to integrate children from minority 
groups in the 1950s. From an organizationai perspective, the overrepresentation of these 
children in special classes in the 1950s (Chandler & Piakos, 1969; Dunn, 1958; 
MacMillan, 1971; Mercer, ^S73; Wnght, 1 957) can be undersiocd as school 
organizations us'.ig an existing decoupling device-the separate special class-to maintain 
legitimacy and public support m the face of failing to meet the needs of cisproporiionate 
numbers of these children in regular ciass'ooms 
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Thus, when one considers the function of special education in current schxl 
organization, one can hardly claim that it is a rationally-conceived ano coordinated syste-n 
of services. From an organizational perspective, special education is not rationally 
conceived because, historically, it has sen/ed as a myth and a legitimating device for school 
organizations to cope with the shifting vtJue demands of thei; institutionalized 
environments. Special education services are not rationally coordinated bacause, in 
.principle, they are decoupled from the basic operation of schools. Moieover, the 
rationality of the overall school enterprise is called into question when one understands 
that the organizing principle of standardization-which creates the nped for myths and 
decoupling-ltself produces as artifacts the "students with mild disabilities" that special 
education serves. 

The unintended consequence of using organizations to proviae services to society is 
that the services are shaped by the nature and needs of the organizations themselves (see 
Allison, 1971; lllich, 1976). Society wants education, but what it gets is a particular 
kind of schooling-an education shaped by the organizations that proouce it. From an 
organizational perspective, "students with mild disabilities" are the by-products of these 
organizations. Is "disabled" a u^sM distinction? It m^st certainly ,s. But from an 
organizational perspective, the pnmar>' beneficianes are school organizations themselves. 
The Natjir e of Progrp;^< ^ 

Special education assumes that progress in the field is made by improvmg diagnosis, 
intervention and fschnolcgy. This assumption is embodied in tne recjirements of P.L. 
S4-142. The law is perceived to be a new technology-a new organizational 
paradigm-for improved diagnosis and intervention. Its features are meant to represent 
advances in diagnosis-for aetermining which students get into special education anc, just 
as important, which students are l<ept out. Parent participation, appropriate education. 
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and least restrictive environment are all reiaiea lo what are perceived to be advances m 
intervention. 

From an organizational perspective, the requirements of P.L S4-142 make implicit 
assumptions about what school organizations are. what they can be, and how to change them. 
To understand these assumptions, it will be necessary to introduce briefly a third typ^^ of 
organization--in addition to the machine and professional bureaucracies-which, until 
this point, was only mentioned in passing. The reader will recall that in the discussion of 
the nonadaptability of the bureaucratic organizational structure the point was made that 
both the machine and professional bureaucracies are nonadaptabie because they are 
"performance," not "problem-solving" organizations. They are performance organizations 
because they are organized on the principle of standarrii7;^tinn and thus are configured to 
perfect standard programs, not to invent new ones. But Mintz.berg's (1979) "adhocracy" 
configuration-a term he borrowed from Alvin Toffier (1970) who popularized it m 
Fiiturg §hook -is organized on the principle of innovRiirn it :s the quintessential 
problem-solving organization. 

The L.:t example of this configuration is America's most famous adhocracy of the 
1950s, the Apollo Program of NASA's Manned Space Fligr.t Center. It could not use stancJard 
programs to accomplish its goal-to pui a man on the mnon before the end of the 
decade-because there were none. It had to invent and reinvent its progr?ms as it went 
along. Uke the professional bureaucracy, the adhocracy uses professional workers, bu' 
instead of using standardization of skills as a coordinating mechamsm-which creates a 
pooled or loosely coupled arrangement in which each professional functions 
independently-it places its workers in a reciprocal coupling arrangement premised on 
collaborative problem solving among teams of professionals. "Faced with a client 
problem," ^y!mtzberg (1979, p. 436) explained, "the [adhocracy] engages in creative 
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effort to find a novel solution; the professional bureaucracy pigeonholes it into a known 
contingency to which it can apply a standard program. One engages in divergent thir,king 
aimed at innovation; the other in convergent thinking aimed at perfection." 

The basic problem w.th P.L 94 142 from an organizational perspective is rnai ,t 
fails to recognize school organizations as professional bureaucracies, requires them to be 
adhocracies. and approaches implementation as if they were machine bureaucracies. The 
failure to recognize schools as professional bureaucracies is a failure to recognize that, in 
principle, school organizations cannot change their fundamental operations. By requiring 
schools to b6' adhocracies (i.e., problem-solving organizations in which teams of regular 
and special education professionals collaborate reciprocally in the interest of individual 
students). P.L 94-142 requires school organizations to be something that they cannot be 
without a total reorganization. By approaching change as if schools were machine 
bureaucracies-through new rules and regulations inserted into the existing 
formalization-P.L. S4-14? fails to recognize that tne existing formalization in school 
organization is decoupled from the actual work. 

But, because formalization in the professional bureaucracy requires at least overt 
conformity, today's scnools are replete with formalized symbols and ceremonies of P.L. 
94-142 compliance, even though, in principle, ma.ny of the laws requirements-and 
particular'y those related to mainstreaming students with mild dr gbilities-are -oi 
possible within current school organization. Although the situation toe, is more comDiex, 
the same process of symbC- and ceremonial compliance that has colored the history "of 
special education's role in school organization is at work in the implementation of P.L. 
94-142. Consider two examples. 

Programs for students with more severe disabilities-for who^ regular classroom 
integration is not required-are treated organizationally like the traditional segregated 
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spftcal classroom. That is. these programs are simpiy added to the existing school 
organization ana aecoupied, to one degree or another depending on the local history of 
special education services, which reflects values embedded in state and local political 
cultures (see Eiklen, 1985; McDonnel & McLaughlin, 1982; Noel & Fuller, igas; Skrtic, 
Quba & Knowlton, 1985). The appropriateness of these programs for children depends on 
the availability of quality special educafon personnel arri the willingness and capacity of 
local school districts to hire and support them. Beyond this, they have very little to do 
with the basic school operation. 

Programs students who are considered to have mild disabiliiies-for whom 
regular classroom integration, to the maximum extent possible, is required-are quite 
another matter, however. Remember that students in these programs are in them 
precisely because they cannot be squeezed into existing pigeonholes in regular programs. 
So. we see today that, depending on history and political culture, mainstreaming for 
students who are "miidly mentally retarded" and "emotionally disturbed" means symbolic 
integration in lunch, art. nnusic and physical education, if that (Biklen, 1985; Skrtic et 
ai^ 1585; Wright. Cooperstein. Reneker, & Padilla, 1SS2), which is hardly different 
from what v;as happening before P.L 94-142. For most students with "learning 
disabilities" (and some "mildly mentally retarded" and "emotionally disturbed" students) 
the resource room is the symbol of compliance But, in principle, the resource model 
simply has no place m schools as they are currently orcanized. 

Recall that v;ork is coordinated through the standardization of the skills of 
professional teachers, which means that virtually all of the necessary coordination rests 
within inoiv'dual teachers, who work closely with their students and only loosely with 
their peers. In this pooled or loosely coupled arrangement tnere is no need for teachers to 
cooperate with one another (Weick, ir75) and, expected, cooperation is rare (Tye & 
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Tye. 1984). In principle, teachers working together cooperatively in the interest of a 
single student for whom they share responsibiiity-the essence of the resource model--!s 
not consistent with current school organization. The resource model requires reciprocal 
coupling (Thompson, 1967), which is not the type of interdepender.cy set up by 
coordination through standardization of skills. Moreover, seeking advice from another 
teacher or, worse yet, offering unsolicited advice to a coNeague--in essence, what the 
resource model requires--is rarely dene in schools (Bidwell, 1965; Bishop, 1977; 
Glidewell et al., 1983; Lortie, 1975; Mintzberg, 1979). 

The list could go on, but the point is that P.L. 94-142 assumes that its 
implementation context is a rational, macnine bureaucracy that is capaole of 
rational-technical change. The problem is that, in principle, P.L. 94-l42's goal of 
appropriate education in the least restrictive environment cannot be achieved as a 
ge.-.-ralized phenomenon in public education as long as schools are organized as professional 
bureaucracies and regular and special aducation professionals are trained, indoctnnated, 
and acculturated to work individually and deductively as "performers." P.L 94-142 
requires that schools operate as adhocracies in which teams of professionals sn^ parents 
work inductively as Vproblem-solvers." Moreover, the harder we try to make school 
organizations work like adhocracies by fiat, the more we make then work like machine 
bureaucracies by default. This, of course, makes them even less effective and personalized, 
which creates even more "students with learning problems." Ana since there is a legai 
limit on how many students can be called "disabier^", as well as a political limit on how 
many student failures society will tolerate, a new class of stucent casualities is created and 
decoupled from both regular eaucaticn ^ special education 

E'T^P'ncrr ^vidp-^ce or ti-c lrr,D\em9-*?.unr. of Pi When one considers the 

empirical evidence on ine efficacy of P.L. 94-142 for "stuaents with mild disabil.iies", it 
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is apparent that it does not represent advances ,n diagnosis and intervention, or an 
improved technology of special education practice. Diagnosis ,s unreliable, inconsistent, 
excessively costly, and of little instructional value (Biklen, 1985; Potter, Ysseldyl-.e, 
Regan & Algozzine, 1983; Skrtic et al.. 1985; Stainback & Sta.nback. 1980. 1984; 
Reynolds. Wang & Waiberg. 1S87). Interventions do not appear to be effective (Glass. 
1983; Lloyd, 1984). and students continue to be stereotyped and stigmatized (Skrtic et al., 
1985; Stainback & Stainback, 1984). As we would expect from the analysis of the 
professional bureaucracy configuration, the individual needs of "students with mild 
disabilities" cannot be accommodated by the standard programs available in regular 
classrooms. As a result, these students continue to be segregated and many of those who 
attend regular "assrooms must be removed to receive services (Wang. Reynolds & 
Waiberg. 1986). a proolems that is intensified by the fact that there is virtually no 
collatoration between regular and special teachers (Lortie. 1978; Skrtic et al.. 1985). 
Rather than a rationally-conceived and coordinated systerr.. services ars provided on the 
basis of social oressure and administrative and organizational convenience (Skrtic et al., 
1985; Wang et aL, I98b/. 

Beyond these failures to realize expected benefits, the unexpected outcomes of P.L. 
94-142 implementation also conform to what one would expect from the analysis of school 
organization and adaptability: implementalion has resultea in consistently larger numbe.rs 
of students identified for special education olacement (Alcozzine & Konnek. 19S5; Biklen 
& Zollers, 1986; Hagerty & Abramson. 1987). many of wnc~ are not actually disanled but 
simply cannot be squeezed into trie available regular class'com progra.Tis (Shepard. Smith 
& Vojir. 1983). while, at the same iime, additional students require special assistance but 
are not identified and thus receive none (Shepard, 1 957 Skrtic et al,. 1985; Sontag. 
Hagerty & Button, 1983). Finally, the empirical evidence suggests that, ratner than 
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leading to a new technology for special education equity, the implementation of PL 94-142 
has resulted in a system that encourages categorization, sterolyping and exciusion; 
reduces equal rights; legitimates other forms of discrimination and subjugation; and 
permits school professionals to treat "handicapped" students like second-class citizens 
(Hobbs, 1980; Skrtic et al , 1985; Stainback & Stainback, 1984). 

Thg New Reform Proppj^nl'^ . Although at this point it would be difficult to specify the 
exact nature of all the reforms being proposed within the new mainstreaming debate, mere 
seem to be three universal elements: elimination of the "pull-out" approach, collaboration 
among regular and special education professional- and tne restructuring of curren; 3chool 
organization. The proposed solution to the pull-out problem is to eliminate the need to 
remove students from regular classrooms by allowing regular educators, special educators, 
and the various special needs educators (in Chapter 1, bilingual, and migrant education 
programs) to work cooperatively to serve virtually all students in regular classrooms 
(Reynolds et ai., 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Wang et al., 1986). Of course, such 
a system would require cooperation among professionals (reciprocal couplino; within a 
problem-solving organizational framework (adhocracy). And, as we know, such an 
orientation, in principle, is impossible within the current professional bureaucracy 
structure of school organization. But the reform advocates also have recognized some of the 
constraints of the current organization of schools and special needs programs. Although 
each of the proposals for the reform of regular and special education is somewhat unique, 
most call for major revisions in curreni school organization. For example, Wang, et ai, 
(1986) have called for: 
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ways to resiructure special education and other compensatory and remedial 
Droarams within a hrnarl framownri^ \a/q 

education and other categorical programs must occur m the context of the entire 
educational system. (1985, p. 8) 

But, even though they have argued that "w? must begin to make structural changes in our 
educational system now" (Wang, et al., 1986, p. 7), their analysis of the problem and their 
solution-as well as those of other reform advocates (e.g.. Cantalician Foundation, 1983; 
Heller, Holtzman & Messick, 1982; Mayor's Commission on Special Education, 1985; 
Stainback & Stamback, 1984; Will, 1984, 1985)--lacl< a theoretical basis for 
understanding school organization and adaptability (and thus the sources of the problems 
they Identify) and the organizational implications of the reform measures they are 
proposing. Moreover, they fail to recognize that the lack of success of the current reform 
measure (i.e., P.L. 94-142), which all of the reform advocates use as a rationale for tneir 
proposals, stems from the same sort of organizational naivete. Thus, there is the potential 
for a repeat of the same mistake made in trying to reform special education under P.L. 
94-142. That is, we may be preparing for another reform in the absence of a guiding 
."leory of school organization and change. 

Prospentc fo r the ^uUirp 
Although there are serious structural and cultural barriers to realizing the goats of 
P.L 94-142, virtually avery major study of the implementation of P.L 94-1^2 contains 
examples of successful mainstreaming programs (see, e.g., Biklen, 1985; S,^rt,c et a!.. 
1985; Wright et al., 1982). Furthermore, aithougn the effectiveness of school 
organizations and i.ieir ability to improve has been seriously questioneH ('see Cuban, 1S79, 
Hawley. 1975), there are eifective schocis-or, at le£.st, schools that are markedly more 
effective than others-and sch ols thai are canable of change (see Clark, Lotto, & ,Astuto. 
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1984). How can this deviation from the analysis of school organization and change be 



explained? 



One way to confront this apparent contradiction is to consider Weick's (1985) 
Characterization of schools as underorganized systems. As we know, ambiguity prevails in 
these settings, and where it does people can make things happen. Confiaent. persistent, 
forceful people can tighten up the setting for themselves and others, affecting what the 
organization is and can be. These people can reshuffle the organizational paradigm by 
injecting it with a new set of values, which are reflected in presumptions, expectations, and 
commitments. Is there anything to this? Can values expressed as presumptions, 
expectations, and commit.-^ents actually make schools more effective and bring about 
Change? 

Apparently they can. In a recent reanaiysis of much of the literature on effective 
scfoois and school change. Clark, et al. (1984) catalogued the factors that one finds 
working ,n a mutually reinforcing way in successful schools. And. at bottom, the difference 
is people. People acting on their values and affecting what the organization can be. Teachers 
affect student learning by the expectations they hold for student performance and their own 
teaching performance (see. also. Brophy. 1983). Students affect one another by their level 
of achievement and expectations. Pnncipals a^d superintendents make a difference when 
they exhibit active support in the form of communicated expectations for success. The key 
for effective schools "lies in the people who populate particular schoois at particular times 
and their interaction w i these organizations. The search for excellence ,n schools is the 
search for excellence in people" (Clark et al.. 1S34. p. 50). And the same holds true for 
school improvement. "As with the effective school, effective school improvement programs 
are probably best representee as a syndrome' or 'culture' [what we would call a paradigm] 
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Of mutua'ly reinforcing expectations and activities. ...People matter most ,n school 

improvement programs" (Ciar.k et al., 1984, p. 58-59). 

And the same holds true for mainstreammg programs. As vvitH effective schools and 

effective school improvement programs, effective rnainstreaming programs are best 

represented as a culture or a paradigm of n-,utually reinforcing expectations and activities. 

People matter most in effective mainstreammg programs (see particularly, Biklen, 1985; 

Skrtic t. al., 1985). School organizations can be responsive to students' needs and 
prcfessionais can work cooperatively as problem-solvers. But the point is that these 
organizations are effective, adaptable, and -sponsive precisely because they opp-ate mors 
like aahocracies than professional bureaucracies. They operate more like adhocracies 
because the people who inhabit them thmk c'.nd act like problem-solvers. And these people 
tl.ink and act like problem solvers because someone or some group tightened up a loose 
setting with problem-jolving values. 

The important thing about the ,iew mainstrc-.m.ng debate is not the actual reform 
measures that are being proposed. It ,s the fact that it ,s calling more of the prevaiiing 
paradigm into question. Recall that changes based on technical information that the 
prevailing paradigm is not working can occur in two ways-eitr,.< through a confrontation 
over the adequacy of the current paradigm between an individual or small group and the 
remaining organizational members, who seek to preserve the prevailing paradigm; or 
•nrough conservative attempts to correct a genernily recognized flaw (in what otherwise is 
considered to be a viable system), which eventually result in the recognition of mors flaws 
and ultimately lead to the undermining of the entire system and tne introduction of a new 
paradigm of practice. Both of these p.rocesses of change are operaung within the general 
novem to refoini sDecial education. 
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First, we can understand the special education professional and advocacy communities 
collectively as a small group of vocal participants in the ongoing debate over public 
education. Prior to the passage of P.L 94-142 this group called into question the adequacy 
of the then current special education system. Although at that time they did not question t. e 
adequacy of the general education system, they introducted into the debate technical 
information that the special education system was not working, which, of course, led to the 
passage of P.L 94-142. Today a somewhat smaller group of special education professionals 
and advocates .s calling the P.L. 42-142 special education system into question. This time, 
however, they are arguing that the real flaw is in the regular education system, and they are 
demanding more than simple access to the mainstream; they are calling for a reconstituted 
mainstream. In this second scenerio for change we can understand P.L. 94-142 as an 
initially conservative effort to remediate a flaw in the otherwise viable system of regular 
education. In this sense, P.L. S4-142 can be thought of as a measure taken to correct the 
flaw With the least possible increment of change. But the correction measure led to the 
unanticipated consequence of raising new ambiguities about the overall system. Over the 
past 12 years of implementation of P.L. S4-142 sufficient anomolies have built up to call 
mere of the system into question. Tne reform proposals of the new mainstreammg debate 
reflect a growing recognition of the inadequacies of the overall system of public education. 

P.L 94-142 did more than provide "students with disabilities" with access n the 
regular education system. !t created opportunities for special educaiors to become more 
familiar with general education, which exposed some of its basic contradictions to people 
with pror^iem-soiving values. Special educators genera'ly have probiem-soiving values 
because o' the needs of the clients they work with and, moreover, because traditionally they 
have worked in adhocracies-special cias.^rcoms-within, but decouoied frc.T, the 
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profesiona! bureaucracy structure. In lara^ part, this is why P.L. 94-142 which was 
written largely by special educators, assumes an adhocracy or problem-solving orientation. 
In a very real sense, the new mainstreaming debate potentially represents a vehicle for the 
infusion of , ^oblem-solving values into the system of public education in this country. The 
real value of P .. 94-142 has not been improvement in the education of "students with mild 
disabilities." Its real end lasting contribution wHI be what it has done to expose the 
inadequacies and contradictions of the current system of public education. 

The special education community potentially can have its most significant impact on 
school organization-and thus on the education of all students, including those who are 
thought of as i.aving, or may actually have, special needs-by injec'.ing problem-solving 
values int. the larger system.2 This will require that special educators confidently, 
persistently, and forcefully call the prevailing paradigm into question. The goal of the 
special education profersional and advocacy communities nationally and locally should be to 
increase ambiguity and thereby set the occasion for the prevailing paradigm to be 
esnuffled, opening it up to nroblem-solving values in the form of new pr.^sumptions, 
expectations, and commitments. The moral, ethical, and political arguments behind the 
stf.ggle for appropriate education in the least restrictive environment have always been 
correct. B-j\ this is not enough. The new struggle must be informed by a broader and more 
comprehensive understanding of the complex web of social, political, cultural, economic, 
and organizational interrelationships within which things like education, reform, and 
"disability" exist. And, of course, education is only one of many institutions implicated 
here. The special education professional and advocacy communities must ^: sufficiently 
courageous and informed to question the morality of the social, political, and economic 
institutions wh:ch, in conjunction with education, act to create and maintain the notior, of 
"ihe other" in our society. 
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Note 

The mfc'lerial in toii; paper was drawn from previous work (Skrtic, 1987a, 1987b, 
in press a), which was supported, in part, by the National institute of Education 
(Research Contract # 400-81-0017), the University of Kansas intra-University 
Visiting Professorship program, and the Joyce and Elizabeth Hall Center for the 
Humanities, University of Kansas, it does not, however, necessarily reflect the views 
of these agencies. 

By using the term "problem" 1 do not mean to imply that an organization premised on 
problem-solving values would consider students with unique needs to be problems. A 
"problem" in this context simply means a situation for which the organization does not 
have a ready-made response. Thus, a "problem" in an adhocracy is the occasion for 
creating a unique response. In a bureaucracy, a "problem" is the occasion for either 
forcing the situation into a configuration for which the organization has a ready-made 
(standardized) response, or forcing it out of the organization altogether. 
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